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CHAPTER I 
THE PROBLEM 
Introduction 
There is a need in a reading clinic to compare 
actual achievement in reading after remediation with the 
gain that could reasonably be expected. The use of an 
expectancy formula permits the comparison of actual 
performance with expected performance to determine if a 
discrepancy exists, or if progress is in accord with 
potential. Over the years different expectancy formulas 
for determining students' potential have been proposed to 
meet this need. Authorities in the field have suggested 
methods ranging from complicated procedures to simple one­
factor methods. Although they are all based on. one or 
more standardized test scores they differ in the type of 
test scores used and the relative weights assigned to 
them. 
The first method reviewed in this study used 
mental age, chronological age and arithmetic age to 
determine reading capacity. The second method used mental 
age only. The third and fourth employed mental age 
1 
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and chronological age. The fifth method involved I.Q. and 
the length of exposure to academic instruction. The sixth 
method used mental age, life age and grade age. 
Each of these formulas will predict different per­
formance scores for the same individual. 
The problem then is to determine which one is the 
best predictor of actual reading performance. 
Statement of the Problem 
This study compares actual performance as measured 
by a reading achievement test with expected performance 
as predicted by the reading expectancy scores. 
Each indivi~ual evaluated in this study attended 
the Cardinal Stritch College Reading Clinic for remediation 
of specific deficiencies and was subsequently released 
when he was evaluated as having realized his potential, 
This evaluation, made by the clinic staff, was based on 
professional opinion reinforced by standardized and in­
formal test procedures. 
This study shall attempt to determine which of the 
following formulas best assesses the reading capacity of 
individuals in a clinical remediation program by comparing 
achievement predicted by each fo~ula with actual perfor­
mance after remediation. 
1. the Harris Formula, #1 
2. the Harris Formula, #2 
3. the Horn Fo~ulas 
7 
3
 
4. the Bond and Tinker Formula 
S. the Myklebust Formula 
Definition of Terms 
For the purposes of this study, these definitions 
are proposed: 
Reading Achievement is the grade level at which an 
individual is reading as determined by a given standardized 
reading test. 
Reading Capacity is the level of rea~ing achievement 
predicted for an indivirlual as determined by a given formula. 
Intelligence is that which makes for success in 
academic work, and that which is measured by the Revised 
Stanford-Dinet, form L-M, (Binet) anrl the Wechsler Intelli­
gence Scale for Children-Revised, (WISC-R). 
Limitations of the Study 
This study is iimited to fifty-five individuals 
who were enrolled at the Cardinal Stritch College Reading 
Clinic during the years 1975, 1976, and 1971 for remedia­
tion of specific reading deficiencies and were released 
subsequent to being evaluated as having realized their 
pot~ntial. At any given time, the total clinic population 
is approximately three hundred persons. 
CHAPTER II 
REVIE''l OF TIlE LITERATURE 
This review of the literature deals with the 
descriptions of the individual formulas. 
Although the Monroe Formula will be reviewed 
because of its significant contribution to objective evalu­
ation of reading performance, it will not be included in 
the statistical comparison because of a lack of necessary 
data. 
Examples of the actual computations involved in 
these formulas are given in the Appendix. 
Monroe Formula 
In 1932 Marion Monroe proposed a reading index 
as an objective measure of reading disability. Demonstrat­
ing an awareness of the need for an alternative to sub­
jective, though often valid, placement decisions made by 
teachers and clinicians, she wrote: 
Before we can compare the severity of reading 
defects of two children or of the same child before 
and after remedial treatment we must have a method 
of measuring the extent of the defect. l 
l}tlarion Monroe, Children 'fuo Cannot Read (Chicago: 
Press of University of Chicago, 1932), p. 191. 
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The formula she proposed for determining reading 
potential expresses the relationship that exists between 
reading and other academic achievements through the 
positive correlation of chronological age, mental age, and 
arithmetic achievement age with reading. The formula is 
written: 
CA + MA + AAReading Expectancy Age ~ 
3 
A Reading Expectancy Grade may be obtained by sub­
tracting 5.0 years (years before school) from the Reading 
Expectancy Age. 
After acquiring a Reading Grade Score by averaging 
the grade scores on several reading achievement tests, 
Monroe dete~ined the Reading Index using this fo~ula: 
Reading GradeReading Index ­ (eA + ltlA + AA) 
3 
This index functions as an indicator of reading 
ability as determined by mental ability, background of age-
related maturation and actual achievement. 
Using data acquired in her clinic research, Monroe 
contrasted the distributions of Reading Indexes for normal 
and defective reading groups to establish a cut-off score 
for disability in reading; an observed reading score of less 
than 80 percent of expectancy was determined to constitute 
a reading disability. 
6
 
Ifarris Formula # 1 
Acknowledging the advantage of an index in quotient 
form, but questioning the inclusion of arithmetic in the 
formula and the giving of equal weight to CA and MA, 
Harris refined Monroe's formula to read: 
Reading Expectancy Grade - MA - S.O 
He determined mental age by the formula: 
CA x 1QMA ==
 
100
 
Harris Formula # 2 
Recently Harris has also supported a formula which 
he feels is a more accurate representation of the influence 
of chronological age. He suggests this new formula is 
particularly suited for these situations: 
1.	 setting up a rank order in degree of severity Qf the 
problem when there are more candidates for remedial 
help than can be accommodated; 
2.	 measuring statistically the degree of disability in 
reading for use in research; 
3.	 determining whether or not remedial help is bringing 
children closer to their expected reading levels. 1 
Because chronological age can reflect a variety of 
factors which influence growth in reading and which increase 
or develop as children get older, Harris feels that this 
following formula reflects age-related characteristics: 
lAlbert J. Harris, How to Increase Readin 
5th ed. (New York: David McKay Co., Inc., 1970 , 
"
 
2 MA + CAReading Expectancy Grade ~ -s.o 
3 
In this formula MA and CA should be expressed in 
years and tenths, thus giving reading expectancy age also 
in years and tenths. 
This formula, it will be noted, is identical to 
Horn's formula for ages 10.0 to 12.0. 
Horn Formula 
A computational procedure proposed by Alice Horn 
uses a ratio of mental to chronological age to arrive at 
I 
an "expected achievement age." These formulas are 
weighted so that mental age and chronological age are of 
equal importance for beginning readers, but mental age 
becomes increasingly more important in the ratio as the 
child grows older. The formulas of Horn are: 
Ages 6.0 to 8.5 
Reading Expectancy-Grade - MA + CA _ S.o 
2 
Ages 8.6 to 9.9 
Reading Expectancy Grade = aHA	 + 2 CA - 5.0 
5 
lAlice Horn, The Uneven Distribution of the Effects 
of Specific Factors, Southern California Education Monographs
No. 12 (University of Southern California Press, 1941), 
cited by Theodore L. Torgerson and Georgia Sachs Adam., 
Measurement and Evaluation for the Secondary School 
Teacher {New York: The Dryden Press, 19S6}, p. 74: 
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Ages 10.0 to 12.0 
Reading Expectancy Grade -= 2MA + CA 
- S.o3 
Ages above 12.0 
Reading Expectancy G~ade 3MA + CA
- - 5.04 
In their presentation of Horn's formulas, Adams 
and Torgerson state that their research indicates that 
bright children tend to achieve below their potential as 
indicated by their mental age level, while dull children 
tend to achieve above their mental age level. They attri­
bute this to the effect of chronological age on attention 
span, coordination, emotional maturity, social adjustment, 
and work habits. 
Bon~ and Tinker Formula 
Guy L. Bond and Miles A. Tinker use a formula to 
calculate reading expectancy that reflects the influence 
of intelligence and exposure to academic in~truction. In­
stead of predicting reading performance from a mental age 
which assumes opportunity to learn, they base their reading 
expectancy score upon an intelligence quotient which i.a a 
measure of the rate at which learning can be expected to 
occur. In their text, Reading Difficulties, Their Diagnosis 
and Correction, they state: 
9
 
7 
Since the effects are cumulative, at grade four 
(4.0) a child of 84 1.Q can be expected to read 84 
percent of three years work, or 2.5 + 1 = 3.5 grade 
level (l is given as a constant since a child is 1 
assigned a grade equivalent to 1.0 on entry to school). 
Their formula is: 
Reading Expectancy Grade = (years in school x I.Q.) + 1.0 
This formula provides an indication of reading ability in 
reference to I.Q. and number of years in school. They 
~ite this example: 
• • • the typical child with an I.Q. of 70 could be 
expected to read at 1.7 at the end of one year of in­
struction. Similarly, at the end of two years, he 
should read at 2.4. Using this same formula, the child 
wit~ 100 1.Q. would be expected to read at 3.0 and the 
able child with 150 I.Q.would be expected to read at 4.0. 
At the end of four years the child with 150 I.Q. could be 
expected to read at 7.0. 2 
The Bond and Tinker prediction formula was based 
on a stu~y by Bond and Clymer demonstrating the relation­
ship between I.Q. and reading achievement. They have 
summarized that study in this manner: 
The data were secured from randomly selected cases 
in a large midwestern city, the classes were measured at 
the middle of the fifth grade with the Stanford-Binet 
Intelligence Test and the Gates Reading Survey Test. 
The average reading ability of the 373children measured 
was 5.5 and the average 1.Q. was 105. 
IGuy L. Bond and Miles A. Tinker, Reading Difficulties, 
Their Diagnosis and Correction, 3rd ed. (New York: Appleton­
Century-Crofts, 1973), p. 100. 
2Ibid • 
3Ibid• 
10
 
And they conclude that: 
• • • the formula applied at the fifth-grade level gives 
estimates of reading expectancy that are startlingly 
close to the fbserved reading averages for almost every 
level of I.Q. 
Myklebust Formula 
In the text, Progress in Learning Disabilities, 
Myklebust presents a method for determining an expectancy 
age that incorporates mental age, chronological age and 
grade age. 
MA + CA + GA (grade age)Expectancy Age = 
3 
In this study the expectancy age is converted to 
an expectancy grade equivalent by subtracting 5.0 years 
(the number of years before enrollment in first grade). 
Intellectual potential, physiological maturity, and 
experience in school are averaged in this method to provide 
an expectancy age for comparison with actual achievement. 
Although this formula evolved as one of the steps 
2for obtaining a "Learning Quotient" --a statistical descrip­
tion of the extent of a specific learning deficiency--the 
factors determining expectancy are especially indicative 
of reading performance. 
lIbid. 
2Helmer R. Myklebust, Progress in Learning Disabilities, 
3rd ed. (New York: Grune and Stratton, 1968), p. 4. 
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Myklebust recommends that mental age for this 
formula be computed using the higher score of .verbal and 
non-verbal measures of intelligence to obtain the highest 
measure of potential and to avoid irlentifying only the 
child with verbal learning deficiencies. However, since 
for purposes of remediation of reading problems the interest 
is particularly in verbal deficiencies and since using a 
non-verbal measure of intelligence alone would tend to 
ignore these deficiencies mental age based on a total per­
formance intelligence score is used in this project. This 
score, obtained for either the Binet or the WISC-R, seems 
to be most appropriate for determining reading expectancy 
in this instance. 
Chronological age which Myklebust refers to as 
"Life Age"l is included in the formula because of the estab­
lished effect of physiological maturity on intelligence. 
Likewise, grade age is included because of the contribution 
opportunity to learn makes to expected performance. 
Examples of computations for each formula are found 
in Appendix C. 2 
1Ibid., p. S.
 
2
App~ndix C, p. 29. 
CHAPTER III 
THE METHOD 
This study was designed to determine which of 
five predictive formulas best assesses the reading capacity 
of individuals in a clinic remediation program. 
Subjects 
The fifty-five subjects used in this ~tudy were an 
incidental sample selected from the reading clinic popula­
tion. These individuals attended the Cardinal Stritch 
College Reading Clinic within 1975, 1976, and 1977 for 
remediation of specific deficiencies and were subsequently 
released after being evaluated as having realized their 
potential. The ages of this group ranged from six years 
eight months to fourteen years, eleven months. All subjects 
had attended the clinic for a minimum of one session and 
twenty-nine (52 percent) had attended for two sessions or 
more. A session is a fifteen week period of one hour ses­
sions each week. 
12 
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Procedure 
Following remediation, each individual was given 
the appropriate form of the reading section of the California 
Achievement Test to determine actual post-remediation 
performance. In a similar study, regarding the prediction 
of reading performance, Stephen B. Lavine also used the 
California Achievement Test to evaluate performance and he 
justified its use with these reasons: 
1.	 The reliability is generally high for all levels as 
determined by K-R20 formulation. 
2.	 Tables exist to convert raw score to scaled score and 
grade score equivalents with standard errors reported 
for raw scores. 
3.	 Articulated levels grades one through twelve are 
available. 
4.	 Alternate forms are available. l 
An 1.2. score was obtained using the ~iISC-R or the 
Binet. The mental age for each individual was computed on 
the basis of the total I.Q. score. 
The case record of each individual was checked to 
obtain the chronological age and the number of years in 
school. These data for formula input are shown in Appendix 
A. 2 
lStephen B. Lavine and Lillian R. Putnam, "Predicting 
Expected Achievement," Reading World 24 (March 1976):180. 
2Appendix A, p. 22. 
7 
Data Analysis 
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The reading prediction scores were c'omputed for' 
each person using each formula. The group of scores for 
each of the prediction formulas was correlated with the 
reading achievement scores using the Pearson product­
moment correlation coefficient.! The coefficient was 
computed from the original ungrouped data using this 
formula: 
= (~x) ($Y) 
The data was processed on a PDP-8 computer. 
13 • P. Guilford and Benjamin Fruchter, Fundamental 
Statistics in PS~Ch010~ and Education, 6th ed. (New York: 
McGraw-Hill, 197 ), p. 3. 
7 
CHAPTER IV 
RESULTS 
The data from the procedure yielded the results 
reported in this section. The original grade scores ob­
tained for each predictive formula and for actual reading 
achievement plus I.Q. are given in Appendix B. l 
Findings 
Table 1 summarizes the correlation between each 
predictive formula and actual reading achievement. The 
validity coefficient indicating the amount of agreement 
between each formula and the scores on the achievement test 
is significant at the .01 level. 
TABLE 1
 
CORRELATIONS OF PREDICTIVE FORMULAS WITH ACTUAL
 
READING ACHIEVEMENT
 
(N=5S)
 
Formula Correlation 
Harris # 1 0.88 
Harris # 2 0.89 
Horn 0.89 
Bond and Tinker 0.88 
~Iyklebust 0.88 
lAppendix B, p. 2S 
IS 
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Discussion 
The findings of this study appear to show that 
16
 
each of the formulas are equally useful for predicting per­
formance in a clinic settin~. 
The range or correlation coefficients for useful 
predictive instruments is generally .30 to .80 and test 
scores rarely correlated more than .80 with criteria. l 
Therefore, the correlation of .88 and .89 between the 
predictive scores and the California Achievement Test 
scores is considered to be very high and indicative of 
good predictive validity. 
lGuilford and Fruchter, Fundamental Statistics in 
Psychology and Education. 
7 
CflAPTER V 
IMPLICATIONS AND SUGGESTIONS 
Implications of Findings 
The high positive relationship between the pre­
dictive instruments and true performance as measured by 
the California Achievement Test seems indicative of capacity 
level performance produced by prescriptive instruction in 
the clinic. 
It also must be noted that the high correlation is 
between groups of scores. A cursory examination of the 
difference between scores earned by each individual reveals 
that the differences are probably significant in terms of 
individual performance. 
Finally, the distribution of intelligence quotients 
in this sample is positively skewed and encompasses a 
limited range. This would tend to mask the differences 
no~ally found in the scores produced by these formulas. 
Su«gestions for Further Research 
Further analysis of the data seems warranted. An in­
tertest analysis of variance should provide a broader 
statistical basis for determining if the formulas yiel.d 
significantly different scores. 
17 
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It would seem useful to further examine the 
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variance in individual scores to determine if there is a 
statistically significant difference there. 
Since all of the formulas included in this study are 
deterministic, it would seem useful to develop a multiple 
regression formula that utilized more of the pre-test 
data provided by the intensive initial screening that is 
routinely done on all those entering the clinic. Once the 
significant predictive factors had been determined, this 
type formula would provide a reliable statistical basis 
for making long term predictions regarding expected per­
fo~ance. 
• '" <;)., ~'- • 
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APPENDIX A
 
BIOGRAPHICAL DATA FOR FORMULA INPUT
 
TABLE 2
 
BIOGRAPHICAL DATA FOR FOlU,fULA INPUT
 
Chrono- Years Grade M~ntalNo. logical in Age I.Q Age 
Age School 
1. 13.1 9.4 14.4 123 16.1 
2. 10.7 5.0 10.0 121 12.9 
3. 12.5 5.0 10.0 107 13.4 
4. 9.5 4.0 9.0 108 10.3 
5. 9.5 4.0 9.0 109 10.4 
6. 9.5 4.0 9.0 112 10.6 
7. 11.11 6.0 11.0 106 11.8 
8. 10.3 6.0 11.0 109 11.2 
9. 13.5 7.8 12.8 108 14.6 
10. 9.7 5.0 10.0 88 8.5 
11. 13.6 8.3 13.3 113 15.4 
12. 9.10 4.4 9.4 132 12.0 
13. 9.8 4.4 9.4 106 10.4 
14. 9.8 5.0 10.0 123 12.1 
15. 10.9 6.0 11.0 130 14.2 
16. 9.1 4.0 9.0 121 11.0 
17. 12.0 6.0 11.0 117 13.0 .,."'", 
18. 14.5 9.0 14.0 106 15.4 
19. 10.1 5.0 10.0 114 11.5 
20. 11.9 6.0 11.0 114 13.6 
21. 12.2 6.0 11.0 100 12.2 
22. 11.4 6-.0 11.0 141 16.1 
23. 12.8 . 7.0 12.0 115- 14.7 
24. 14.0 8.3 13.3 110 14.4 
25. 6.9 2.0 7.0 102 7.0 
26. 12.11 7.0 12.0 90 10.8 
27. 10.1 5.4 10.4 109 11.0 
28. 13.7 7.9 12.9 115 15.8 
29. 13.11 8.9 13.9 116 15.2 
23 
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TABLE 2--Continued 
No. Chrono­logical 
Years 
in 
Grade 
Age I.Q. 
Mental 
Age 
Age School 
30. 13.10 8.9 13.9 105 13.8 
31. 8.5 3.8 8.8 110 9.4 
32. 10.4 5.0 10.0 95 9.9 
33. 13.7 8.9 13.9 121 16.6 
34. 11.10 5.9 10.9 126 14.0 
35. 10.3 5.0 10.0 101 10.4 
36. 14.4 9.4 14.4 113 16.3 
37. 7.8 3.0 8.0 107 8.3 
38. 9.4 3.9 8.9 87 8.2 
39. 9.1 4.4 9.4 105 9.6 
40. 12.5 6.9 11.9 98 12.3 
41. 14.5 9.4 14.4 105 15.2 
42. 11.2 5.9 10.9 116 13.0 
43. 12.2 6.9 11.9 121 14.8 
44. 8.9 3.9 8.9 135 12.0 
45. 15.4 9.9 14.9 108 16.6 
46. 14.7 9.9 14.9 101 14.8 
47. 12.7 7.4 12.4 115 14.6 
48. 11.2 5.9 10.9 120 13.4 
49. 9.3 4.4 9.4 112 10.4 
50. 11.7 6.9 11.9 112 13.1 
51. 13.1 7.9 12.9 97 12.7 
52. 12.6 7.0 12.0 119 15.0 
53. 9.6 4.0 9.0 119 11.4 
54. 7.8 2.0 7.0 111 8.7 
5S 8.5 2.8 7.8 99 8.4 
APPENDIX B
 
I.Q., ORIGINAL GRADE SCORES FOR EACH PREDICTIVE
 
FORMULA AND FOR ACTUAL READING ACHIEVEMENT
 
: 
No. 
1 
2 
3 
4 
S 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
1-S 
16 
17 
18 
I. Q., 
I.Q. 
123 
121 
107 
108 
109 
112 
106 
109 
108 
88 
113 
132 
106 
123 
130 
121 
117 
106 
TABLE 3 
ORIGINAL GRADE SCORES FOR EACI-I PREDICTIVE FOmWLA 
AND FOR ACTUAL READING ACHIEVEMENT 
Harris Harris Horn Bond 
I II & 
Tinker 
11.08 10.08 10.33 12.48 
7.75 7.03 7.03 7.05 
8.33 8.03 8.1 6.35 
5.25 4.97 4.92 5.32 
5.33 5.03 4·97 5.36 
5.485.5 5.14 5.07 
6.67 6.75 6.75 7.36 
6.17 5.86 5.86 7.54 
9.5 9.14 9.23 9.28 
3.42 3.81 3.88 5.4 
10.33 9.72 9.88 10.32 
1 6.28 6.13 6.72 
5.33 5.11 5.07 5.59 
7.08 6.28 6.12 7.15 
9.17 8.• 03 8.03 8.8 
6 5.36 5.23 5.84 
8 7.67 7.67 8.02 
10.33 10.03 10.1 10.54 
Mykle­
bust 
9.5 
6.11 
6~92 
4.56 
4.58 
4.64 
6.'53 
S.81 
8.53 
4.33 
9.03 
5.39 
4.78 
5.58 
6.97 
4.69 
7 
9.58 
CAT 
post 
11.1 
6.7 
7.3 
4.4 
4.7 
3.8 
7.1 
6 
11.2 
4 
9.1 
7.9 
6.2 
6 
12.3 
5.4 
7.5 
10.2 
N 
0' 
/f " l!: '\ :"~ \..~ :t· ~ :~ ,',', 
l,
19 114 6.42 5.97 5.97 6.7 S.S 7.3 
.. ." '. , 
" ". 
., . 
.. 
~ .. 
t . 
~ i 20 114 8.5 7.92 1.92 7.84 7.08 7.7 
21 100 1.17 7.17 1.17 1 6.78 8.8 
22 141 11.08 9.5 9.5 9.46 7.81 12.3 
23 115 9.58 8.94 9.1 9.05 8.08 8.5 
24 110 9.33 9.22 9.25 10.08 8.86 10.4 
2S 102 2 1.92 1.88 3.04 1.92 1.7 
26 90 5.67 6.42 6.23 7.3 6.86 4.8 
27 109 6 5.69 5.69 6.81 5.47 6.5 
28 115 10.67 9.97 10.15 9.91 9 10.5 
29 116 10.17 9.75 9.85 11.15 9.28 8.9 
30 105 8.67 ~.72 8.71 10.19 8.15 12 
~ ... 31 110 4.33 4.03 3.88 5.03 3.81 4.7 
, . '. '". t~ ...:.~... 
32 95 4.75 4.94 4.94 5.15 5.03 3.1 
33 121 11.5 10.53 10.77 11.59 9.61 9.9 
34 126 9 8.28 8.28 8.25 7.19 7.1 
35 101 5.33 5.31 5.31 6.05 5.19 6 
36 113 11.25 10.61 10.77 11.55 9.97 10.7 
37 107 3.25 3.06 2.96 4.21 2.97 4.8 
38 87 3.17 3.56 3.63 4.26 3.75 3 
39 105 4.5 4.36 4.33 5.55 4.31 5.1 N 
40 98 7.25 1.31 7.29 1.62 i.14 8.5 '-I 
ot:. / • 
~ , ... ~ 
TABLE 3--Continue~ 
No. 1.Q. Harris 
I 
Harris 
II 
Horn Bond 
& 
Tinker 
Mykle­
bust 
CAT 
post 
41 lOS 10.17 9.92 9.98 10.8 9.64 11.8 
42 116 8 7.39 7.39 7.67 6.64 4.9 
43 121 9.67 8.83 9.04 9.17 7.86 7.5 
44 135 7 5.92 5.7 6.06 4.83 4.7 
45 108 11.5 11.11 11.21 11.53 10.53 10.6 
46 101 9.67 9.64 9.65 10.85 9.67 10 
47 115 9.5 8.86 9.02 9.43 8.14 10.7 
48 120 8.33 7.61 7.61 7.9 6.75 6.1 
49 112 5.33 4.97 4.9 S.85 4.64 5.2 
SO 112 8.08 7.58 7.58 8.56 7.14 7.6 
51 97 7.58 7.75 1.71 8.52 7.81 7.9 
S2 119 10 9.17 9.38 9.33 8.17 10.4 
S3 119 6.33 5.72 5.6 S.16 4.94 4.6 
54 111 
-
3.58 3.28 3.13 3.22 2.15 3.3 
55 99 3.33 3.36 3.38 3.64 3.14 3.5 
N 
00 
• ~. ',,' " .1 ~j;' :,1, -'; :_' ........'.::;"'\
4 ." ~~ , '"~. 
APPENDIX C
 
EXAMPLES OF COMPUTATIONS OF EACH FORMULA
 
This Appendix contains examples of data for 
computing the following formulas: 
the Harris III Formula 
the Ilarris 112 Fonnula 
the Horn Formula 
the Bond and Tinker Formula, and 
the Myklebust Formula. 
30 
31 
Harris #1 Formula 
Case # 27 
Mental age 11.0 
Reading Expectancy Grade	 = MA - 5.0 
= 11.0 - 5.0 
== 6.0 
Harris #2 Formula 
Case # 27 
Mental age 11.0 
Chronological age 10.1 
Reading Expectancy Grade - 2MA + CA - 5.0 
3 
= 2.11 + 10.1 - S.o 
3 
32 
Horn Formula 
Ages above 12.0 
Case # 18 
Mental age 15.4 
Chronological age 14.5 
I.Q. 106 
Reading Expectancy Grade - 3MA + CA 
4 
= 3 • 15.4 + 14.5 
4 
= 15.25 
Ages 10.0 to 12.0 
Case # 8 
Mental age 11.2 
Chronological age 10.3 
I.Q. 109 
Reading Expectancy Grade 
- 2MA + CA 
- 5.03 
= 2 • 11.2 + 10.3 
- 5.03 
33 
Ages 8.6 to 9.9 
Case # 6 
Mental age 10.6 
Chronological age 9.5 
I.Q. 112 
Reading Expectancy Grade = 3MA + 2CA 
-5.05 
- 3 • 10.6 + 2 • 9.55 -5.0 
= 5.16 
Ages-6.0 to 8.5 
Case # 2S 
Mental age 1.0 
Chronological age 6.9 
I.Q. 102 
Reading Expectancy Grade - MA + CA s.o2 
- 7.0 + 6.9 
- S.o2 
= 1.95 
34 
Bond and Tinker Fonmula 
Case # 27 
Nwnber of years in school 5.4 
1.2. 109 
Reading	 Expectancy Grade = years in school x I.Q. + 1.0 
= 5.4 x 1.09 + 1.0 
== 6.8 
Myklebust Formula 
Case # 27 
Mental age 11.0 
Chronological age 10.1 
Grade age 10.4 
Reading Expectancy Grade - MA + CA + GA 5.03 
= 11.0 + 10.1 + 10.4 
- S.o3 
::I 5.5 
-. I, .... ~ ... 
~ .; 
